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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed 1/19/2005. 

2. Claims 1-30 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 11, 18, and 26 are independent claims. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 25 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent form for 
failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the 
claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the 
claim(s) in independent form. Claim 25 depends on claim 24. Claim 25 has the same exact 
limitation as claim 24 and thus does not further limit the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1-4 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Robinson et al. (hereinafter "Robinson")? "A framework for interacting with paper", 
Eurographics '97, Volume 16, Number 3 - 

[www.cl.cam.ac.uk/Research/Origami/Origamil997c/index.html], pages 1-9. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Robinson discloses defining a referenced item in an 
electronic document in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson discloses determining the absolute 
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coordinates of the referenced item in sections 3 and 4.4. Robinson discloses defining a hyperlink 
to the physical document in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson discloses encoding the absolute 
coordinates in the hyperlink in sections 3 and 4.4. An electronic document and physical 
document work in tandem in the DigitalDesk to create and animated document. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Robinson discloses encoding an address of a second 
electronic document in the hyperlink in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. The electronic document 
paired with the paper document contains hyperlinks which point to other electronic resources 
such as other electronic documents. 

Regarding dependent claim 3, Robinson discloses wherein the address of the second 
electronic document is a Uniform Resource Locator address of a web server hosting the second 
electronic document. The registry is a server which maintains the hyperlinked documents and 
the links between them. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Robinson discloses storing the absolute coordinates in a 
table in sections 3 and 4.4. The each page representation in the registry maintains the 
associations between the coordinates and the interactors, or reference items, on the page. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Robinson discloses wherein the electronic document is a 
hyper text markup language document and wherein the hyperlink uses syntactic conventions of 
hyper text markup language in the abstract and sections 4, 4.1, and 4.4. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 7 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robinson et al. (hereinafter "Robinson")? "A framework for interacting with paper", 
Eurographics '97, Volume 16, Number 3 - 

[www.cl.cam,ac,uk/Research/Origami/Origamil997c/index.html], pages 1-9 in view of 
Musk et al. (hereinafter "Musk"), US 6,148,260 continuation filed 11/8/1996. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Robinson does not teach wherein the referenced item is 
related to a geographic location; the absolute coordinates include geographic coordinates; and 
wherein the physical document includes a map. Musk does teach a map document which 
contains reference items related to geographic locations and identified by geographic 
coordinates. The map facilitates a user search of business services in a particular geographic 
area. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Musk into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It 
would have been obvious and desirable to have used the map and geographic coordinate 
teachings of Musk to have improved the enhanced document of Robinson so that the paper 
document of Robinson would have presented a map in paper form which provided geographic 
coordinates to reference items on the map to help a user find and locate available business 
services on the map. Maps are traditionally composed of paper and thus would have been a good 
candidate for use in the DigitalDesk system taught by Robinson. 
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Regarding dependent claim 9, Robinson teaches computing absolute camera 
coordinates associated with the referenced items and including the absolute camera coordinates 
in a hyperlink in sections 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson does not teach computing geographic 
coordinates associated with the referenced items and including the geographic coordinates in the 
hyperlink. Musk does teach computing geographic coordinates associated with the referenced 
items in a map document and including the geographic coordinates in the hyperlink in col. 2 line 
66 - col. 3 line 2 and col. 3 lines 42-44. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Musk into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It 
would have been obvious and desirable to have used the geographic coordinate computation and 
hyperlink inclusion of Musk to have improved Robinson so that the map paper document could 
have been used and interacted with using the DigitalDesk. Robinson teaches absolute 
coordinates relating to reference items on the document, but not geographic coordinates, because 
Robinson does not specifically discuss a map example. It would have been obvious and 
desirable to have enhanced a traditional paper map document with the electronic reference 
information as taught by Robinson and Musk so that a user could have received detailed 
information about businesses and services available in the area displayed by the map. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Robinson does not teach wherein the geographic 
coordinates include longitude and latitude. Musk does teach wherein the geographic coordinates 
include longitude and latitude in col. 3 lines 42-44. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Musk into 
Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to 
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have used the longitude and latitude geographic coordinates to have improved Robinson so that 
the map paper document could have been used and interacted with using the DigitalDesk. 
Robinson teaches absolute coordinates relating to reference items on the document, but not 
longitude and latitude geographic coordinates, because Robinson does not specifically discuss a 
map example. It would have been obvious and desirable to have enhanced a traditional paper 
map document with the electronic reference information as taught by Robinson and Musk so that 
a user could have received detailed information about businesses and services available in the 
area displayed by the map. 

8, Claims 5-6, 11, 13-15, 18-19, and 20-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson et al. (hereinafter "Robinson"), "A framework for interacting 
with paper", Eurographics '97, Volume 16, Number 3 - 

[www.cl.cam.ac.uk/Research/Origami/Origamil997c/index.html], pages 1-9 in view of 
Moran et al. (hereinafter "Moran"), US 6,326,946 Bl filed 9/17/1998 and Thompson et al. 
(hereinafter "Thompson"), US 5,986,401 patented 11/16/1999. 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Robinson teaches computing camera coordinates from 
the absolute coordinates of the referenced item in sections 3 and 4.4. Robinson does not teach 
computing foil coordinates because Robinson uses a camera location system instead of a touch 
foil system. Moran teaches use of a touch foil system in col. 6 lines 13-19 and teaches wherein 
the touch foil is used to associate a service with a particular physical location in col. 2 line 50 - 
col. 3 line 3. 
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Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil because Robinson uses a camera- 
projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the user. Moran teaches a 
touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and 
col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED (TOLED) display for 
presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Moran and 
Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and 
desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to have improved 
Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to the user without 
the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera or the projection 
of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Robinson teaches storing camera coordinates in table 
called a page representation in section 3 and 4.4. Robinson does not teach storing foil 
coordinates because Robinson uses a camera location system instead of a touch foil system. 
Moran teaches use of a touch foil system in col. 6 lines 13-19 and teaches wherein the touch foil 
is used to associate a service with a particular physical location in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the touch foil teaching of Moran into the DigitalDesk system of 
Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to 
have used a touch foil instead of a camera system as taught in Robinson so that the location 
tracking would not have been disrupted by visually blocking the line of sight between the camera 
lens and the stylus accidentally with the users hand or other object. 
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Regarding independent claim 11, Robinson teaches an electronic document reference 
item in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches a hyperlink to a physical document within 
the referenced item in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches encoded absolute coordinates 
of the referenced item within the hyperlink in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. 

Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil because Robinson uses a camera- 
projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the user. Moran teaches a 
touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and 
col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED (TOLED) display for 
presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Moran and 
Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and 
desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to have improved 
Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to the user without 
the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera or the projection 
of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Robinson teaches wherein the electronic document is a 
hyper text markup language document, and the hyperlink uses syntactic convention of hyper text 
markup language in the abstract and sections 4, 4.1, and 4.4. 

Regarding dependent claim 14, Robinson teaches encoding an address of a second 
electronic document in the hyperlink in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. The electronic document 
paired with the paper document contains hyperlinks which point to other electronic resources 
such as other electronic documents. 
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Regarding dependent claim 15, Robinson teaches wherein the address of the second 
electronic document is a Uniform Resource Locator address of a web server hosting the second 
electronic document. The registry is a server which maintains the hyperlinked documents and 
the links between them. 

Regarding independent claim 18, Robinson teaches aligning a camera-projector system 
with a physical document in fig. 1 and section 4.3. Robinson teaches identifying a referenced 
item in an electronic document in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches identifying a 
physical document in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches determining the absolute 
coordinates of the referenced item in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches computing 
camera coordinates from the absolute coordinates of the referenced item in sections 3 and 4.4. 
Robinson does not teach computing foil coordinates because Robinson uses a camera location 
system instead of a touch foil system. Moran teaches use of a touch foil system in col. 6 lines 
13-19 and teaches wherein the touch foil is used to associate a service with a particular physical 
location in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the touch foil teaching of Moran into the DigitalDesk system of 
Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to 
have used a touch foil instead of a camera system as taught in Robinson so that the location 
tracking would not have been disrupted by visually blocking the line of sight between the camera 
lens and the stylus accidentally with the users hand or other object. 

Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil to obtain user input and display user 
feedback on the physical document. Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil because 
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Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the 
user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 
line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED 
(TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to 
have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to 
the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera 
or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 19, Robinson teaches storing the absolute coordinates in a 
table in sections 3 and 4.4. The each page representation in the registry maintains the 
associations between the coordinates and the interactors, or reference items, on the page. 
Robinson teaches storing camera coordinates in table called a page representation in section 3 
and 4.4. Robinson does not teach storing foil coordinates because Robinson uses a camera 
location system instead of a touch foil system. Moran teaches use of a touch foil system in col. 6 
lines 13-19 and teaches wherein the touch foil is used to associate a service with a particular 
physical location in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the touch foil teaching of Moran into the DigitalDesk system of 
Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to 
have used a touch foil instead of a camera system as taught in Robinson so that the location 
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tracking would not have been disrupted by visually blocking the line of sight between the camera 
lens and the stylus accidentally with the users hand or other object. 

Regarding dependent claim 20, Robinson teaches sending coordinates to the projector 
that optically highlights a position upon the physical document responsive to the projector 
coordinates. Robinson does not teach use foil coordinates or an opto-touch foil because 
Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the 
user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 
line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED 
(TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to 
have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to 
the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera 
or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 21, Robinson teaches determining the calibration camera- 
projector coordinates of a point pressed on the opto-touch foil, which point corresponds to the 
referenced item, and calibrating the opto-touch foil using the calibration foil coordinates in 
section 4.2. Robinson does not teach foil coordinates or a opto-touch foil because Robinson uses 
a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the user. Moran 
teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 
line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED (TOLED) display for 
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presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Moran and 
Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and 
desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to have improved 
Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to the user without 
the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera or the projection 
of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 22, Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil 
because Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display 
feedback to the user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's 
touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent 
organic LED (TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It 
would have been obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of 
Thompson to have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback 
presented to the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the 
input camera or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 23, Robinson teaches wherein the encoded absolute 
coordinates identify a location, on the camera-projector system aligned with the physical 
document, associated with the reference item in sections 3, 4.3, 4.4, 5, and 6. Robinson does not 
teach use of an opto-touch foil because Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input 
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from the user and display feedback to the user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a 
location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. 
Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED (TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user 
in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have 
created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the touch 
foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to have improved Robinson so that the position 
could have been sensed and feedback presented to the user without the user's hand or input pen 
interfering with either the sight of the input camera or the projection of the feedback projector of 
Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claims 24 and 25, Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch 
foil because Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display 
feedback to the user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's 
touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent 
organic LED (TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It 
would have been obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of 
Thompson to have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback 
presented to the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the 
input camera or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 
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Regarding independent claim 26, Robinson teaches aligning a camera-projector system 
with a physical document in fig. 1 and section 4.3. Robinson teaches identifying a referenced 
item in an electronic document in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches identifying a 
physical document in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches determining the absolute 
coordinates of the referenced item in sections 3, 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson teaches computing 
camera coordinates from the absolute coordinates of the referenced item in sections 3 and 4.4. 
Robinson does not teach computing foil coordinates because Robinson uses a camera location 
system instead of a touch foil system. Moran teaches use of a touch foil system in col. 6 lines 
13-19 and teaches wherein the touch foil is used to associate a service with a particular physical 
location in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3. 

It would have, been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the touch foil teaching of Moran into the DigitalDesk system of 
Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to 
have used a touch foil instead of a camera system as taught in Robinson so that the location 
tracking would not have been disrupted by visually blocking the line of sight between the camera 
lens and the stylus accidentally with the users hand or other object. 

Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil to obtain user input and display user 
feedback on the physical document. Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil because 
Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the 
user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 
line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED 
(TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to 
have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to 
the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera 
or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 27, Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil 
because Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display 
feedback to the user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's 
touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent 
organic LED (TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art atjhe time the invention was made to 
have combined Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It 
would have been obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of 
Thompson to have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback 
presented to the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the 
input camera or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 28, Robinson teaches a table in which the absolute 
coordinates and the camera-projector coordinates are stored in sections 2, 3, 4.3, and 4.4. 
Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil because Robinson uses a camera-projector 
system to read input from the user and display feedback to the user. Moran teaches a touch foil 
for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 
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lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED (TOLED) display for presenting 
feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Moran and Thompson into 
Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to 
have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to have improved Robinson so 
that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to the user without the user's 
hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera or the projection of the 
feedback projector of Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 29, Robinson teaches wherein the camera-projector is 
adapted to optically highlight a location on the physical document corresponding to the 
referenced item, in response to the camera-projector system being activated at a location thereon 
corresponding to the referenced item in sections 3, 4.3, 5, and 6. Robinson does not teach use of 
an opto-touch foil because Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user 
and display feedback to the user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected 
by a user's touch in col. 2 line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a 
transparent organic LED (TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and 
fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have combined Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed 
invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and 
the TOLED of Thompson to have improved Robinson so that the position could have been 
sensed and feedback presented to the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with 
either the sight of the input camera or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 
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Regarding dependent claim 30, Robinson teaches a means for determining calibration 
coordinates of a point activated on the camera-projector system, which point corresponds to the 
referenced item, and a means for calibrating the camera-projector using the calibration 
coordinates in 3, 4.3, 4.4, 5, and 6. Robinson does not teach use of an opto-touch foil because 
Robinson uses a camera-projector system to read input from the user and display feedback to the 
user. Moran teaches a touch foil for identifying a location selected by a user's touch in col. 2 
line 50 - col. 3 line 3 and col. 6 lines 13-19. Thompson teaches a transparent organic LED 
(TOLED) display for presenting feedback to a user in the abstract and fig. 2. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
Moran and Thompson into Robinson to have created the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious and desirable to have used the touch foil of Moran and the TOLED of Thompson to 
have improved Robinson so that the position could have been sensed and feedback presented to 
the user without the user's hand or input pen interfering with either the sight of the input camera 
or the projection of the feedback projector of Robinson. 

9. Claims 12 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robinson et al. (hereinafter "Robinson"), "A framework for interacting with paper", 
Eurographics '97, Volume 16, Number 3 - 

[www.cl.cam.ac.uk/Research/Origami/Origamil997c/index.html], pages 1-9 in view of 
Moran et al. (hereinafter "Moran"), US 6,326,946 Bl filed 9/17/1998 and Thompson et al. 
(hereinafter "Thompson"), US 5,986,401 patented 11/16/1999 as applied to claims 11 and 
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18 above, and further in view of Musk et al. (hereinafter "Musk"), US 6,148,260 
continuation filed 11/8/1996. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Robinson teaches wherein the referenced item includes 
absolute coordinates in sections 4, 4.1 5 and 4.4. Robinson does not teach wherein the referenced 
item includes a geographic location and the absolute coordinates include geographic coordinates 
of the geographic location. Musk does teach wherein the referenced item includes a geographic 
location and the absolute coordinates include geographic coordinates of the geographic location 
in col. 2 line 66 - col. 3 line 2 and col. 3 lines 42-44. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Musk into Robinson in view of Moran and Thompson to have 
created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the map 
and geographic coordinate teachings of Musk to have improved the enhanced document of 
Robinson so that the paper document of Robinson would have presented a map in paper form 
which provided geographic coordinates to reference items on the map to help a user find and 
locate available business services on the map. Maps are traditionally composed of paper and 
thus would have been a good candidate for use in the DigitalDesk system taught by Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 16, Robinson teaches wherein the referenced item includes 
absolute coordinates in sections 4, 4.1, and 4.4. Robinson does not teach wherein the absolute 
coordinates include geographic coordinates. Musk does teach wherein the absolute coordinates 
include geographic coordinates in col. 2 line 66 - col. 3 line 2 and col. 3 lines 42-44. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Musk into Robinson in view of Moran and Thompson to have 
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created the claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the map 
and geographic coordinate teachings of Musk to have improved the enhanced document of 
Robinson so that the paper document of Robinson would have presented a map in paper form 
which provided geographic coordinates to reference items on the map to help a user find and 
locate available business services on the map. Maps are traditionally composed of paper and 
thus would have been a good candidate for use in the DigitalDesk system taught by Robinson. 

Regarding dependent claim 17, Robinson does not teach wherein the geographic 
coordinates include longitude and latitude. Musk does teach wherein the geographic coordinates 
include longitude and latitude in col. 3 lines 42-44. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Musk into 
Robinson in view of Moran and Thompson to have created the claimed invention. It would have 
been obvious and desirable to have used the longitude and latitude geographic coordinates to 
have improved Robinson so that the map paper document could have been used and interacted 
with using the DigitalDesk. Robinson teaches absolute coordinates relating to reference items on 
the document, but not longitude and latitude geographic coordinates, because Robinson does not 
specifically discuss a map example. It would have been obvious and desirable to have enhanced 
a traditional paper map document with the electronic reference information as taught by 
Robinson and Musk so that a user could have received detailed information about businesses and 
services available in the area displayed by the map. 
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Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 1/19/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding Applicant's arguments in pages 1 1 and 12 that Robinson et al. 
(hereinafter "Robinson") does not teach all the limitations of claim 1, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. The interactor cited by Applicant has a set of coordinates that corresponds to the 
location of the interactor. But, the interactor has encoded therein absolute coordinates so that the 
system may project feedback onto the physical document at the location of the absolute 
coordinates as is taught by Robinson in sections 2, 4.3, 5, and 6. Robinson teaches in section 4.1 
that hyperlinks may be interactors and thus have encoded therein absolute coordinates for 
projecting information back onto the physical document at those absolute coordinates. Thus, the 
Examiner believes that Robinson does in fact disclose that referenced items on the physical 
document have absolute coordinates that are determined and that the absolute coordinates are 
encoded in the interactive hyperlinks. 

Regarding Applicant's arguments in pages 13 and 14 that Robinson, Moran et al. 
(hereinafter "Moran"), and Thompson et al. (hereinafter "Thompson") do not teach all the 
limitations of claim 1 1, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. The interactor cited by Applicant 
has a set of coordinates that corresponds to the location of the interactor. But, the interactor has 
encoded therein absolute coordinates so that the system may project feedback onto the physical 
document at the location of the absolute coordinates as is taught by Robinson in sections 2, 4.3, 
5, and 6. Robinson teaches in section 4. 1 that hyperlinks may be interactors and thus have 
encoded therein absolute coordinates for projecting information back onto the physical document 
at those absolute coordinates. Thus, the Examiner believes that Robinson, Moran, and 
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Thompson do in fact disclose that referenced items on the physical document have absolute 
coordinates that are determined and that the absolute coordinates are encoded in the interactive 
hyperlinks. 

Regarding Applicant's arguments in pages 15 and 16 that Robinson, Moran, and 
Thompson do not teach all the limitations of claim 18, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
interactor cited by Applicant has a set of coordinates that corresponds to the location of the 
interactor. But, the interactor has encoded therein absolute coordinates so that the system may 
project feedback onto the physical document at the location of the absolute coordinates as is 
taught by Robinson in sections 2, 4.3, 5, and 6. Robinson teaches in section 4.1 that hyperlinks 
maybe interactors and thus have encoded therein absolute coordinates for projecting information 
back onto the physical document at those absolute coordinates. The Examiner does not rely on 
Moran, but rather Thompson to teach the optical limitations of the claimed invention. Thus, the 
Examiner believes that Robinson, Moran, and Thompson do in fact disclose that referenced 
items on the physical document have absolute coordinates that are determined, that the absolute 
coordinates are encoded in the interactive hyperlinks, and that an opto-touch foil may be aligned 
with the physical document. 

Conclusion 

11. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter J Smith whose telephone number is 571-272-4101. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays 7:00am-3 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H Feild can be reached on 571-272-4090. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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